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only in its context we cannot know it except in the context in
which he actually thought it, is to restrict the being of thought
to its own immediacy, to reduce it to a case of merely immediate
experience, and so to deny it as thought. Nor does anyone who
attempts to maintain such a doctrine maintain it consistently.
For example, he tries to show that a rival doctrine is untrue.
But the doctrine he criticizes is a doctrine taught by some-
body else (or even one accepted in unregenerate days by
himself). On his own showing, this doctrine is what it is only in
a total context that cannot be repeated and cannot be known.
The context of thought in which his adversary's doctrine has its
being cannot ever be the context which it has in the critic's
experience; and if an act of thought is what it is only in relation
to its context, the doctrine he criticizes can never be the doc-
trine taught by his opponent. And this not owing to any defects
in exposition or comprehension, but owing to the self-frustrating
character of the attempt to understand another's thought, or
indeed to think at all.

Others, who have taken warning by these consequences, have
embraced the opposite doctrine that all acts of thought are
atomically distinct from one another. This makes it both easy
and legitimate to detach them from their context; for there is
no context; there is only a juxtaposition of things standing to
one another in merely external relations. On this view, the
unity of a body of knowledge is only that kind of unity which
belongs to a collection: and this is true both of a science, or
system of things known, and of a mind, or system of acts of
knowing. Once more I am not concerned with the whole bearing
of such a doctrine, but only to point out that by substituting
logical analysis for attention to experience (the constant appeal
to which was the strength of the rival doctrine) it overlooks the
immediacy of thought, and converts the act of thinking, from
a subjective experience, into an objective spectacle. The fact
that Euclid performed a certain operation of thought becomes
just a fact, like the fact that this paper rests on this table; mind
is merely a collective name for such facts.

History is no more possible on this view than on the other.
That Euclid performed a certain operation of thought may be
called a fact, but it is an unknowable fact. We cannot know it,
we can only at most believe it on testimony. And this appears